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Executive Summary

Title: Marine Tanks: The Hard Punch of America’s Middle-Weight Fighting Force.
Author: Major Jared R. Duff, Tank Officer, United States Marine Corps

Thesis: The demonstrated offensive capability of Marine Tanks integrated into the Marlne Air
Ground Task Force (MAGTF) concept, combined with recent tactical and technical
developments in training and equipment, has ensured the Marine Corps Tank Community
possesses superior ability to be the hard punch of the United States Marine Corps as America’s
middle-weight fighting force.

Discussion: The Marine Corps has continually demonstrated superior warfighting capability on
the battlefield in a wide variety of combat environments. Integrating all assets available in its
ranks with the MAGTF the Corps has defeated a number of adversaries, from capable enemy
conventional forces to irregular threats in an unconventional setting. The M1A1 Tank of the
Marine Corps has been a vital part of this battlefield success.

An ever changing world that calls into question the potential of large scale conventional
conflict combined with ever tightening fiscal constraints faced by the Marine Corps place the .
future of the M1A1 in peril. Many military professionals are solely focused on the irregular
fights that the United States has faced as a nation in the recent past. The movement towards an
ever lighter and civilian integrated force has full momentum going into the future. Though this
is a very real consideration that must be planned and prepared for, the Corps must not fall into
the trap of planning to fight the last war. If the Corps does so, it could very possibly leave the
Corps, and Nation, vulnerable to a future attempt by a rising nation state seeking to decisively
defeat the United States on an asymmetrical battlefield that was weighted heavily towards the
conventional end of the conflict continuum. ‘

A Though recent past and current operational theaters have shown a propensity for the
combat environment to lean toward the low intensity unconventional portion of the conflict
continuumn, there will always remain the possibility for a foreign belligerent to operate in the
conventional environment. Recent trends observed in current tank development and production .
efforts by a number of countries, with historically adversarial attitudes toward the United States,
bring about valid concerns with regards to the United States ability to maintain an adequately
capable conventional force. The United States Marine Corps must never forget its promise to the
American people to remain the United States’ armed force in readiness. This entails havirg a
balanced force that is able to operate effectively along the entire continuum of conflict from the
unconventional to the conventional, as stated by the current Commandant of the Marine Corps
General James Amos.

Conclusion: Though the world is in a constant state of change and today’s environment might
suggest a conventional conflict is not strongly probable. Our Nation and Corps must always be
prepared to operate in the conventional arena. The Marine Corps might not be a fully
mechanized armor tank force, and fiscal constraints threaten to continue whittling away at the
conventional strength within the Corps ranks. It still should maintain a dedicated tank capability
it can always have at its disposal to integrate into the MAGTF to ensure future battlefleld success
in any non-permissive future environment. :
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Preface |

[ have had the privilege and pleasure of serving my country of the United States and its
Marine Corps as a Tank Officer. Throughout my service I have been honored to have served
under the command of truly great leaders and mentors, whom 1 have come to idolize and respect
in the greatest degree. My admiration for the hard work ethic and dedicated professionalism of
the enlisted men [ have led in the tank community has grown exponentially with every new -
position I have had the fortune of being assigned. The experierice of working with these great
men of the Marine Corps Tank Community, and the decorated history of the tank units
throughout the Corps past, bring me an extreme level of pride to be a part ofits cornrnumty
Commanding Marine Corps M1A1 Tank units at the Platoon and Company level have been the
proudest moments in my life. This source of pride and commitment encouraged my focus in .
pursuit of a Master’s Thesis topic in an attempt to positively contribute to the further
development of equipment, tactics, techniques and procedures of the Tank Community in its
support to Marine Infantry.

Desplte the battlefield success over the past two decades accomphshed by Marine Tank
units, the Marine Corps experienced a significant reduction of its tank force. After Operations
Desert Shield and Desert Storm in 1991 the Marine Corps cased the colors of 3rd Tank Battalion,
leaving in its ranks only two active duty and two reserve tank battalions: Then following the
success of the initial invasion of Irag, the reserve tank battalion of 8th Tanks was removed from
the Corps Ranks. Finally, with the recent published Marine Corps Force Structure Review of
2011, the Corps has initiated the deactivation of an additional 20% of its Tank units. Recent
changes with the United States’ potential adversary forces around the globe, combined with
fiscal constraints across the spectrum of government have contributed to this trend. My fear is
that with this trend the pendulum is swinging dangerously too fai to the low intensity side of the
conflict continuum, and if the Marine Corps wants to maintain the ability to effect the hlgh side
of conflict as America’s middle-weight fighter, it must maintain a viable tank capability that can
. be employed with the Marine Air Ground Task Force (MAGTF). Ultimately, I chose my topic . -
in an effort to remind readers of the positive contributions Marine Tanks have provided the
Corps on the battlefield in a wide range of combat scenarios in recent past, and that they stand

ready for continued service as part of the finest fighting team on any battlefield in the future.
' I would like to thank my wife Amanda and my Son Jared Jr. for their patience and
understanding throughout this project. Special thanks are due to the wonderful support personnel
at the Gray Research Center for their assistance with my research and academic writing efforts.
" Thank you to my academic mentor Dr. Bradley Meyer (Ph.D), School of Advanced Warfighting,
for his patience and mentorship. Lastly, I would be remised if I did not thank my Civilian
Faculty Advisor, Dr. Rebecca Johnson (Ph.D), for her encouragement and support; and to my
Military Faculty Advisor, Colonel Mark Strong (USA) for his guidance and direction in my
pursuit of this challenging endeavor. To all of you I am very grateful.
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I. Introduction

In today’s chaotic world with the great degree of regional instability throughout the
globe, the Marine Corps ié still expected by'thé people of the United States and their Jeaders to
be America’s force in feadinéss,'able to operate in every spectrum of conflict and be able to carry
the day.! The current. Commandant of I':he Marine Corps, Genei*al James Amos, has stated “in
order to maintain the ability to fulfill its mission expected by Aﬁerica the United States Marine
Corps :'rnustvprepare‘ itself s‘imila_r to é middle weight fighter, light enough to move qﬁicklyinto |
any theater of operation while maintaining the appropriate combat strength to defeat any of ’
today’s conveﬁtidnal threats until follow on forces arrive”.’ Every fan of boxing, or any hand to

hand fighting style, understands that é middle;weight fighter is light on his feet, quick with his
hands, possesses superior mental and phySicél tdugﬁness, while 'mamtaiﬁing a strohg knockout
“punch capabiiity. In recent history ﬂle Marine Corps Tank Community has proyidcd the Cérﬁs
with a significant dffeﬁéive c.apability. The demonstrated offensivevcapabi.lity of Marine Tanks
intég_rated into the MAGTF cbncept, cpmbined with recent tactical and technical developments |
in training and equipment, has ensured the Marine Corps Tank Community possesses supérior
‘ abilitykto be the heavy punch of thé United States Marine Corps as America’s ﬁiiddle—wei ght
fighting force. | |
Ovér the past two dec.a'des the United States has experienced great fortune in achieving
| one‘-sidéd con.\fentional Victoriés during two major high infg:nsity conflicts. The first was the
liberation of Kuwait from Iraq forces in 1991, and the second was the succgssful, defeat of the
Iraq Armed Forces ‘cvluringlthe United States’ led coalition invasion of Iraq in 2003. In each of
these contest the Unitéd States Ma;‘iﬂe Corps demonstrated.superior war fighting capability with

its Marine'Air Ground Task Force (MAGTF) cdncept. Marine Tank units playéd a pivotal role
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in each conflict supporting their infantry brethren with armored shock, firepower and mﬁneuver.
In those same two decades there was a significantly larger amount of smaller middle to low
intensity campaigns throughout the globe, against irregﬁlar thréats of both state and ndn—stéte
»actors.v '

In each of thése campaigns Marine Tank units and their crews demonstrated a gréat
ability. They adépted to the specific dperational environment, coﬁﬁnually providing armor
protected precision firepower to d_ismountéd infantry. A great example of this capability was Vthe
ground operations in Somalia When the United States Marine Corps-participated in operations.to
_establish‘ positive security conditionst that would allow for effective humanitarian oper‘aﬁons to
take place. This ability to operatevov_er a large portion of the continuum of conflict démo‘nstrated
the Marine. Corps Tank Community’s ability to provide a highly maneuverable, survivable and
lethal ground combat capability to fhe MAGTF m any nén—perrnissive"operati'onal environment. )

In eséencé ‘Marine Tanks continually p1‘ovidéd the heavy-handed punch to any adve‘rsarial
force that wished to contest the mission accomplishment of the Marine Corps throughout thg past
two plus decades. The Marine Corps Tank communit.y has been under great scrutiny thfou ghout
its history du¢ to the weight of the tank and the logistical requirements that inherentl}; come with

its operation and maintenance. Despite the continued demonstration of suPerior performance on
evéry ‘Battlefiéld the Tank community has operated in support of the Mérine Corps past missiOhs,
this scfutiny remains. There 1s passionate debate on both sides of thought regarding the issue of
continuing the tank community in the Corps. In an effén to provide subsfance to the point of
Marine Tanks and their continued ability to support the Cofps’ 4future mission, this document
will briefly reflect on the superior performance of Marine Tank battalion’s during the high

. intensity periods of the 1991 Gulf War, and operations supporting the United States led coalition
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invasion of Iraq m 2003 against a very large con{/entional threat. This paper will revisit the
Marine Tank units operating at the company level in suppoft ovfI Marine Expeditionary Force .
(Fdrward)’s efforts dﬁring the Battle of Fallujah in 2004, during‘ a high interisity situation against:
an unconventional enemy. Then it will make a transition from tfle high‘intensity to the low
intensity realm, taking an in depth look to reco gnize contributions Marine Tanks made during
humanita‘rian’operations in support of Opefation Restore Hope in Somalia, 1992-1993. It will
annotate a few observations on the sﬁbsequent degradation of the security environment
éxpeﬁenced by United Sfates forces remaining behind after the wi'r.hdrawal of Marine forces,

- specifically how requested armor reinforcements that were denied by top leadership in tﬁe chain .
of command could have assisted during the tragic events during fhe Battle of MQ gadishu on 3-4
October of 1993. Finally, it will provide ﬂidughts on how recent new technological upgrades to
Marine Tanks and iinprovements in infantry-tank team employment have set thev stage for futufe .
success on ;ny batﬂefiéld the United States Marines might find themselves on, whether the |
situation offers a regtﬂar or 'uregulaf threat scenario.

1I. Mérine Tanks in‘the High Kinetic Conventional Fight: 1991 and'2003.

- Anyone 1n the military profession who hears the terfns conventional and high kinetic .
immediately thinks of images of artillery impacting the deck, smallﬁ arms tracer rounds flying
through aif, the.sound of large caliber direct fire weapons engaging enemy targets, aﬁd aifcfaft
populating the sky. It is the type of fight the Marine Corps prided itself 6n preparing to.conduct.
The old Combined Arms Exercises (CAX) at the Marine Air Ground Combat Center at |
Twentynine Palms, California was the epitome of live fire maneuver training. Every infantry
battalion’s greatest joy was traveling to the Mojave Desert to experience the challengc and

adrenaline rush of employing infantry maneuver supported by rotary and fixed win-ged airci‘aft,
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indirect fire assets of mortars and large caliber artilléry, and‘ every direct fire cdpabilit.y from the
25 millimeter of Light Armored Recormaiésance (LAR) Vehicles to the 120 millimetervof MI1Al
Main Battle Tanks. All were‘conducted with live ammugition under the close supervision of the |
controllers of ﬁle Tactical Training Exercise Control Group (TTECG) in the open desert against
a simuiated co'ﬁventional threat. In these exercises Marine Infantry pérfected fheir techﬁiques of
employing artilleryAand close air support. They refined techniques in both offensive maneuVel'
and defense engagement area development. In these scenarios a huge learning opportunity for
the battalion staff’é was the employment of tank support as both a sepafate maneuver element 111
support of éxploiting enemy weakness, and as an integfated fire suppOrtv element when closing
with and dominating an enemy defensive poSition. Marine Infantry relished this training
opportunity. It was also the tyi)e of event that was a part of prized training covet¢d by Marine |
Tankers. Though the event was simulated; with no living belligerent in the impact area, the
training was invaiuable. ItAprovided an opportunity td hone the skills required to erﬁploy
combined infantry-tank tactics to the optimal lével on the battlefield. This practice in tactics and .
technique refinement would ultimately translate to the protectibn of American Marine lives,
; while continually building upon the symbiotic relationéhip the Marine Infantryman and Tanker
needed to guarantee future battlefield success. |
. The 1991 .Gulf War was an early e_vént over the past two decades thét validated th'ist

training methbdology. It further. demonstrated the superior c‘apabilit.y of the armor -available to
United States, and %ﬁore impbrtantly the superior aBility of the United States tank crewmen in the
execution of their armor tactics and tank éurmery skills againét their [raqi opponents. Operation
Desert Storm was the first test 6f the MlAi Main Battle Tank in a real world engagement

scenario. Developed for offensive maneuver focused towards the plains of the European
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Aldndscape against a heavily armored foe, tne Soviet Union, it was the most technologically"
advanced ground based weapons system of the day. Though it possessed great attributes and had
years of research and development behind it, the fact remained the M1A1 had yet to earn its
battle credentials in reai combat. The perforrnanee of the M1Al in the Army and Marine Corps
units was nothing short of breatlrtaking.'

In battle the M1A1 provided United S‘tates‘forces o’\./erwhelming firepower that .
established offensive dominance over Iraq units. Breaching through the minefields emplaced by
Iraqi fc')rces', Marine Tenk units made an aggressive march to the north tha,t-allow'ed Marine
Forces to seize the offensive initiative and momentum throughout the entire campaign. Iraqi
defenders marveled at the Americans’ abili‘ry to move at a high rate of speed vwhile rnaintaining a
vsuperior perrormalrce, engaging Iraqi targets on tne move with deadly precision.? Reinforcing |
the Iraqi miiitary’s troubles in defending against this speed and lethality was the American tank’s
~ ability to survive enemy weapons effects. The armor protection provided to the Americans
ensured that not one tank crewman was losr to enemy fire throughout the entire 100 hour period
of combat operations,4 A perfect eiampl‘e of this performance overmatch maintained by
American forces was evident during the “Rev‘eille Engagement” when Marines of Company B,
4th Tank Battalion made visual contact with an Iragi Armor Column compriSed of T-72 and T-
55 Main Battle Tanks and ]'.nfﬁntry Fighting Vehicles during the initial stages of the attack
towards Kuwait. During this armor engagement the Marines of Company B destroyed over 40
enemy armored vehicles, including over 30 enemy fanks, in approxrmately twenty minutes
without a single friendly vehicle lost.> The speed, armor protection, and direct fire precision of

United States Army and Marine Corps Tank units set the preeedence for the level of power and
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streﬁgth that would define United States ground capability well thrdugh the completion of the
twentieth century and into the twenty-first.

Thifte?n yeﬁs later, in the very safne operational areé of the 'W‘Ol‘ld, Marine Tanks would
. once again set a precedent in maneuver warfare that has been «unmatch.ed by any other nation in

 the world. Thisv time American forces would be executing the invasion of Iraq in 2003 vdue té
Irag’s hostile non-compliance of United Nation_ reqﬁirements wifh regards to intern‘ational
weapons inspectors. The attack would be the greatest movement of Marine forces across the
largest territory of land in Marine Corps History. The Marine Corps acchplished this
phenomenal feat in just over two weeks. Leading the way toward Bagdad for rn'uch‘o,f the
duration were Marine Tan}cs. Just as in 1991 the Iraqgi forces could not effectively stop'the armor
. prétected firepower of the American forces. In every case Marin¢ Tank units were able to
survive the weapons effects of Iraqgi Tanks and Iﬁfantry Fighting Vehicles while effectively
de'stroying Iraq targets at ranges well beyond three ﬂaduéand meters. Thfou ghout the entire
offensive campaign to Bagdad American armored systems enabled the United States to close
with arigl destroy the heavily armored and fanatically determined enemy forcé, often within urban
terrain, with irnpunity.6 This ability for Arne;rican Tank units jto condﬁct offensive opefations
with this extremely high degree éf success was instrumental to the expedient destruction of any
Iraqi unit that fought against the initial United States invasion force.

In both of these highly kinetic scenarios the ;anké oAf Marine ar;d Army units
defnonsﬂ‘é‘ped the superior 'ﬁrepower, manéuverability and léthalit; Americari fighting forces
have come tol expect ﬁom its heav;nlr armor units. Thé M1A1 Tank showed in each campaign that
it maintains a superior ability to withstand enemy-direct fire. Still maintaining a phenom’enal:

track record of crew protection, no Army or Marine crewman died in an Abrams tank due to
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enemy fire penetrating the vehicle thou gh a few American tanks were damagéd by enemy fire
damagihg suspension systems or engine compartments that caused a few vehicle fires.” This
level of protection instilled a great deal of confidence that promoted aggressiveness in the attack
by tank units.

The level of protection not only assisted with promoting aggressiveness in the tank
crewmembers, but gave ground maneuver commanders the oppAortunity to develop a situation on
the battlefield, to ascertain the true composition and strength of the enemy. American Tank units
could effectively fight for information while maintaining a sound level of safety. Many times
lightly skinned vehicles of light armor or trucks in the reconnaissance role would travel forward
and report on observation pertaining to enemy formations and movements. Howevgr,\with the.
situation in Iraq during the 2003 invasion, a lot of information about the enemy’s location and
capability was not known. This lack of information combined with the weapons capability
potential the Iraq military had available made life for reconnaissance units forward extremely
hazardous. In order to mitigate the danger while maximizing battlefield opportunities,
commanders on the ground put faith in the capability of their tank units to handle the task of
leading forces in the fight.

Tanks were essential because situational awareness regarding enemy forces was poor at

the regimental/brigade level and below. While operational-level commanders often had

enough situational awareness to meet their needs, tactical commanders need a degree of
detail that was rarely available. As a result, there was constant danger of encountering
the enemy without wamning. Since the tanks could survive hits from a concealed enemy;,
they were the weapons of choice for the “tip of the spear.” Indeed, this operation
~demonstrated the inverse relationship between force protection and situation awareness.
In circumstances where situation awareness was poor, as it normally was at the

brigade/regimental level and below, there was a clear need for strong armor protection
forward.? ’
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In this conflict American ground éommanders were nof dnly demonstrating that superior long
range precision fiIepdwer combined with speed were the tools for victory, but that the ability to
survive contact and fight for information Wés an American capability which the enemy could not
match. Tanks leading t_heA charge were effective in forcing Iraqi forces to adjust to the threat of
Ameﬁcan armor m a manner that provided the ability for American units to maés the effects of

' their direct fire assets, reinforced with indirect fires that spelled disaster for the .enemy.

In eaéh account of these conventional campaigns the ﬁnitéd States showéaséd to thg
world that though the Marine Corps may be numericéllj inferior to many orgarﬁzationé it may
meet on the battléfield, it could more than hold it.s own. The MAGTF concept was not only
validated in each campaign, but proved to be an ihtegral part ‘of the United States maneﬁver
warfare prowess, Vital to the succéss of the MAGTF was the employment of Marine Tank units.
They provided a greatvarmor puncﬂas an indeperident maneu\;er element, proving in many cases
to be the decisive element on the fiéld of battle. Marine Tanks had been £ested and had earned
high marks for t_hgir.conventional,success. | | |
III; Tanks in the Unconventional High Intensity Environment: The Battle for Falluj éh.

.Upon declaration of the completion of combat operations in late 200?;_many tank units in
both the Army and Marine Corps began to transition to redeplo yhent operations. The enemy
within the bérders of Iraq had different plans. In the months that followed the push to Bagdad
portions of the country in the west began to expérience activity by adversaﬁal forces. This
enemy activity ultimately led to a showdown between insurgent forces and wUnited State Mariﬁes
in the city of Fallujah. This fight would not be in the open spaces of desert or river baéins but in

. the complexities of an urban environment. ’Opportunity presented the most challenging
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environment in which to fight with no two dimens idnal focus, but with a requirement to have
three hundred sixty degiree' awar‘enesé. |
.Thoﬁgh American tanks had shown that they could effectively operate in the urban
environment throughout the entire axis of attack in 2003, many critics believed thattanks would
fail in this difficult environment. The enemy had’months to prepare their fighting positions and
reinforce their integrated obstaéle’plan to assist their defeﬁsive efforts. Désp_ite these efforts the
heavy armor assets ayailable to the Marines gqiﬁg into Fallujah ptdvided the overWhelming
ffrepower and protection té push into the city. The tank elements of this 'fo_rce’ attacking the city
gave the MAGTF a éapabﬂity to pénetrate the enemy’s defensive network. These penetrating
férces were critical to quickly slicing through the insurgents’ defenses and disrupting their ability
. to conduct the fight. They added significantly to the capability set of the-assault force.”
-Insufgénf forces could only hope to slightly delay the inevitable.
The Infantry-Tank integrated teams; of Marine units operated s{eanilessly to getﬁer to

methodically clear the entire city of eﬁemy forces. Tanks providing precision fii‘epower
- maximized effects on enemy while pfeve}lting undesiréd collateral damage in the loss of |

\ innocent civilian life. The ‘tank provided a soiid ability tQ' sui:)port (infantry assault forces in
breeching obétacies and building wallts. Additiénally, with the precision of the taﬁk main gun the '
yta.nl( proved vital to moving‘irito fiﬁng position with relative safety and reducing enemy strong
points. Marine Infantry and Tank personnel developed innovative techhiques for communicating
and COordinating ﬁeir efforts ov‘er small tactical radios, with hand andv arm signals, and relearned
the great cép ability of the tank-infantry phone. Like the Marines on the island campai gns of
World War II'and the Marines who fought it out with the North Vietnamese in Hue during the

Tet Offensive, tank and infantry Marines relearned to operate in complement to one another.
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This symbiotic relationship revitalized a Marine Corps capability that proved to be an
overwhelrni‘ng power during the Battle for Fallujah, the unstoppable force of the Marine
infantrfTank Tearn: | |

In this unconventional environment Marine Tank .crewrnen employed their armored
platforms with great effect in the urban,battlefield. Marines on the ground and in the tank
redefined the capability of this armored platform, once thought too vulnerable to operate within
the confines of the urban terrain. The Marines who fought in Fallujah made a profourid x
statement to potential enemy forces throughout the world. The tank was not just an asset to fight
‘other tanks, but a platform that, when irltegrated with the infantry team, is a lethal'force against
those who think they can dig in and hide in the urban terrain. | |
IV. Tanks in the Low Intensjfy Environment: Somalia.

In the two previous sections performance capabilities of the M1A1 Tank were
highlighted against two distinctly different enemy types. The first was against a very
conventional uniformed foe that poAssessedAtheir own rnain battle tanks, infantry fighting
Vehieles, arrillery and additional traditional combat assets; while the second was against an
unconventional threat that were not a uniformed fighting force, but a large group of insurgents
with mOsrly small caiiber weapons, some shoulder fired anti tank weaporrs, mortar and vehicle
mounted anti-aircraft weapons. These uneonventional forces used irnproved explosive devices
and operated outside of the normal rules of modern warfare. Still, in both situations tanks were
employed in a high intensity environment. On the other end of the Spectmrn of conflict the
United Stares efforts to support United Nation }rumanitarian operations in the courrtry of Somalia
demonstrated how‘America'n Tanks could positively affect operations in the low intensity

environment. This American led campaign produces learning points from the initial portions of
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the campaign that highlight the effective employment of tanks supporting infantry units in
establishrnent of positive security conditions thatallowed transit of humanitarian aid to the
suffering populace. It shows the validity and positive contribution that Marine Tanks provided
in an environment that was not saturated with enemy armor, but littered with situations that call
for oatience, the ability to withstand first contact, and ensuring collateral damage is kept at a
minimum: Additionally, it provided thoughts to what might have been with regards to tank
availability that could have reinforced the United States efforts to support the extraction of

'American soldiers during the Battle of Mo gadishu in October of 1993.

In the early 1990s rnany remember the horrifying videos and pictures of dead American
servicemen dragged through the streets of Mogadishu, Somalia. This disgusting scene was
amplified by the hundreds of joyful and exuberant cheering Somali citiaens.b As the lifeless
- figures of these American oatriots were dishonored and desecrated by the very people the United
States believed they were providing assistance to, the inescapable truth of this situation u/as
painfully evident. | Security, publicorder and any remnants of positive control by United Nations
(UN) Forces was not present in central Mogadishu. The United States had entered this theater
of operations with honorable intentions as the lead in a U.N. humanitarian effort to eas_e the

- suffering of the Somali people from a devastating famine,

The securit_y situation on the ground required a significant military effort to establish an |
environment that would allow for the required humanitarian actions to be conducted with some
degree of safety hy the Non-Government Organizations (NGO) and Other Government
-OIganizations (OGA) desiring to offer assistance. As time progressed the U.N. took the lead and
"the US withdrew a significant amount of its force from the theater; leauing behind a relatively

light force for use in small direct action missions in support of the overall U.N. effort. Though
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this force was extremely capable it lacked important assets that would haveAbeen extremely
-valuable combat multipliers in support of those direct action missibns. As the situation on the
ground developed during this phase the on-scenga‘cornmander, Major Genéral Montgomery,
ideritified a re.sourcebsﬁortfalr\l in an available armor cépability to support ongoing U.S.
opera;iOns. Major General Mortgomery made a request for additional armor forces, inciuding
tanks, which was denied. This refusal received wide public attention in lighf of the catastrophic
events that transpired during 3-4 October of 1993 when U.S: Army Rangers came unde;r intense
hostile fire and it rapidly became élear that the Quick Reaction Force iacked the capability to

rescue them.'°

In the beginning of the operatiE)n the United States experienced a great deal of success
against the w‘arriﬁg factions within Somélia by empioying overwheiming conventional strength
in the establishment of a secure environinéﬁt. Upon the advice éf his advisors Pregident George
H W. Bush Had decided that the United States would send in a divis:ion—sized unit under the

-auspices of the United Nations into the country of Somalié to provide the ‘military» assistance
required in the delivéry of food and other supplies.'’ This was a éignificant statement of |

| commitment to the cause. On December 3, 1992 the United N ations Security Council |
unanimously‘ passed Resolution: 794, not only authorizing military iﬁtervention but stating that
the multinational force led by the United States would be ailowed to use all necess-ary force to
accomplisﬁ its humanitarian mission.'? The force that initially went into the country of Somalia
was s‘ignificant in si;e and capability. The forces compl;is‘ed a wide variety persqnnél and’
equipment that included infantry, artillery, rotary winged aircraft (recon, assault support and
attack), wheeled'transportation assets, armored vehicles (infantry figflting, troop transport, recon,

and tanks), along with the vast amount of logistical suppdrt capability. This had a profound
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effect on the armed clans operating within Somalia. Those adversarial armed groups no longer
held the operational advantage they had enjoyed for quite some time. They now had to make a.
decision, either retreat into the landscape in an attempt to wait out the humanitarian effort that

had been launched, or attempt to fight it out with the humanitarian coalition force.

Once ashore the United States Marines went to work supporting convoysv transporting
humanitarian supplies and food as well as neutralizing eneiny clans operating in the area. One
example of this effort was the fo‘rmétion of Task Force Mogadishu to assume security
responsibilities for key facilities and to assist Force Service Support Group (FSSG) units in
‘escbrting dozens of food and military supply convdys into the interior, and to expand military
pfesence in the many daﬁgerous aréés in and near Mo gadishu.”> Much of this security work was
done patrolling on foot, establishing dialog and a presence with the people. Vital to any effort
when working within an urban area is demonstrating a physical presence of commitment to
prevént violent activity by any povtential enemy organizations. When required th&s presence was
reinforced with the appropriaté assets in wheeled or armored assets. Though the mission of the
coalition was to provide humanitarian relief to the people of Somalia, forces on the ground had a
clear ﬁnderstand‘ing that relief would only come if the adveréarial armed clans were dealt with
a!ccordingly. Violent areas experienced a;rapidv increase in coaliﬁion presence from dccasional

patrols through saturation in a matter of weeks.™

As this milifar}./ action by the United States Cozﬂition continued through the initial
months of these operations, fhe ﬁse of appropriate armed force systematically neutralized the
enemy threat thrqughout the countryside. These military. units utﬂizéd all facets of their
conventional firepower capability with the appropriate rules of engagement and engagement

criteria assigned to mitigate unnecessary civilian and infrastructure collateral damage. Still,
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much of the work was extremely difficult and dangerous work that more resembled missions in a

direct combat environment rather than a humanitarian environment.

~

The large majority of ehemy vehicle engagement was with civilian model trucks with
some type of heavy machine gun or recoilless rifle mounted in the bed. Although there wére
tanks and artillery pieces secured in a few réids on clan weaponé depots tiiere were no direct .‘
contact engagements -from.enemy tank assets. The threat of healvy direct fire weapbns systems.of
an anti armor sort was small enough that United States forces did not possess the appropri‘z{te
tank main ‘gun ammunition for issue té the Marine Tank Platoon in support of Task Force
Mogadiéhu. In one assaﬁlt on an enemy weapons depbt the unit éommander emﬁlogling the tank
platoon in support of hivs infantry’s aséaﬁlt on the compound referred to his employment of the
armor asset as a “bluff”, believing the enemy would assume the tapk’s main gun would be
available to the crew; however, ev_en’ though ﬁo main gun ammunition was available the ténks
possessed more than enough smavll arms ammunitidn for all of their mounfed machine guns."
The reputation of the M1A1’s superior sur\}ivability, capability and superior precision
application of its small arms was well known by the commanders on the gronind. The
comman’dérs embloyed this fact’with great effeétiveness' and though the Aﬁle1‘i¢mis posseésed a
superior lethal land based weapons capability they were very conscious to use discretion vyhén
: pufting armor into play. Heavy weapdns were used és a last resort, however, in the instaﬁcés
when they were necessary (e.g. in action zigainst a warlord’s compound), the tanks and heavy
weapons were highly -effective, reinforced by the fact th¢ opposition had nothing to match

them. ¢

In addition to the direct fire capability of the tank, the thermal imaging technology

available with its fire control system proved vital in proper friendly and threat identification on
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the battlefield, reducing potential cases of fratricide and maximizing target identification When<
engaging ehe‘myvforces. In one such case a U.S. Marine force with tank support employed the
‘tank sights to positively identify a platoon-sized force of armed men as members of a Moroccan
unit, potentially avoiding a friendly fire incident."” Utilizing the tank throughout the operating
environment proved exceptionally vital to the successful neutralization of the enemy forces
within the Mogadishu zone of operations. This highlights a very important capability that heavy
armor brings to a low intensity conflict scenario. The superior armor protection afforded the
crew allows forv the men inside the tank to confidently allow a situation develop to ensure a
potential target area is properly identified as a threat. One example of this is captured in the
after action report submitted to Task Force Mogadishu by the tank platoon commander attached
‘to the task force, Capt Mike Campell,
The quick reaction force tank platoon was dispatchéd to a potential enemy location.
Once on scene.the crew quickly identified a potential enemy tank, The tank platoon
commander reported back to headquarters and was subsequently given instructions to
destroy the tank. The tank crew was able to observe the turret of the tank moving from
side to side and the gun tube was elevating and depressing. However, there was no
hostile action taking place. Once again Capt Campbell reported to higher and received
the same instructions. Still, the instructions did not settle well with Capt Campbell and
he chose to allow the situation to develop from.the safety of his tank. By this time he had
been ordered quite enthusiastically to engage the “enemy” tank. After several tense
moments, three Somali children appeared from inside. the turret of the tank and ran away
not knowing how close they had come to being killed. The tank the children. were
playing in was old and unserviceable and unable to fire; the children were simply
playing. The tank provided the commander a moment of pause for he possessed the
confidence the unmatched lethality and survivability the M1A1 prov1ded If a lesser
vehicle had responded the outcome could very well have been different.'®
Imagine the headlines and potential information operations effort to mitigate potential fall out in
public support with a situation involving an American unit killing three Somali children who

were playing in an abandoned non-functioning abandoned tank. There is no substitute for the

armor protection that the M1A1 provided and the ability to reinforce crew patience in relative
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safefy that allowed them to positively identify and not engage a non-hostile threat in this

scenario,

| Superior lethality, 'survivaﬁility and mobility'are definité trademarks of the M1Al that
ranks it top in class among main bgt;tle tank in the world. These facts bring another fine asset to |
any field of operation whether it is in a direct combat environment o'r on the other side of the |
éoﬁﬂict continuum in support of humanitarian operétions: the asset of psychological
intimidation. When anyone imagines what it would be like to be in the éights of a main '.Dattlev
~ tank a host of emotion and thoughts might run through 'Lheir‘rhihd. The main emQtién would bé'
one of fear; at least they .r;light,atter‘hpt‘tvc; empatﬁize as to what that kind of fear Would feel like.
Anyone wﬁo has been in close proximity to a tank has an understanding ;)f the sheer power the
tank projects by its mere presence. The Sight and sounds of a tank coming to the fight brings the
- emotion of sheer, unadulterated; fear combined with an undeniable personal understanding that
there is little to nothing you can do to mitigate its capébility' é.nd suppott to Américan infantryl
This fact was observed by many Ameﬁcan troéps in Somalia, “The tank’s great size and speed, |
its weapons, and the loud noises it ﬁakes all seemed to very much intimi(iate any potential
: tfouble-makers, in short, when armor moved in the bandits moved o’ut.”[9
S‘bme crit_ics denounce»thié point as an irrational thought. If it is in fact an irrational
thought, it would be a good in;/éstigative effort to identify why so many weapons platfo&ns in
other tanks, anti-tank missiles (both vehicle mounted and ground mounted), Rocket i’ropelled
Grenades, and air assets have received intense research and development t'o_’counter the threat of
tanks on thelconventioﬁal bétﬂefield. Another point of consideration is the efforts by today’s
insurgeﬁt in Iraq and Afghanistan to employ larger Improvised Explosive Devices and Explosive

Projectile Devices in an effort to mitigate the threat of armor. There is no denying that when a
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tank arrives on scene all attention is on it, due to its shear capability to deal a deadly blow to any
force that intends to harm the friendly forces in that area. The existence of the M1A1 tank ,
while in Somalia provided |
"... as much psychological as physical advantage for the infantry. It allowed the
infantry to be much more accepting of the restricted ROE (Rules of Engagement) and
dissuaded the hostile elements from attacking CTJF(Combined Joint Task Force).
‘The forces that were the most protected and best armed were most able to maintain
control of the operational environment and maintain the initiative thereby imparting -
their will upon the populace."*
This important advantage continued throughout the operation, and since the primary threat
continued to comé from srﬁall arms fire, it made sense to employ armor whenéver pbssible '
~ particularly the M1A1 Tank.2' The only constraint was that the limited number of vehiéles'did
not allow for employment everywhere when théy were required. Because the forces available
were not always sufficient to cover all potential trouble spots, a reserve consisting of a mix of
armor was uéually maintained. This wéy a commander could be confident that this reserve
would be adequate to prevail against any threat likely to be encountered in Somalia.?
Understanding the overall humanitarian nature of the mission in Somalia: leaders understood that
heavy armor units might not be réquired for every situation. Still, with the ever changing
security environment and operational conditions, comxhander‘s.worked hara to pﬁo‘ritize task
a'ssignmentks to oﬁtinﬁze armor’s operational contributions. Throughout this operation Marine
Tanks demons‘tra_ted awesome capability to support the MAGTF with superior visual
 identification while under Oa significant amount of armor protection. This proved vital in
prosecution of precision direct fire tha£ prevented unnecéssary collateral damage. In Somalia

Marine Tanks had effectively proven that they could operate very effectively in both the ’high and

low end of the spectrum of conflict. -
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The humanitarian operation in Somalia in 1992-1994 undertaken by the U.N. (led |
initially by the U.S.) at first exr)erienced great success at bringing required aid to thorls ands of
starving Somali nationals. Once the Marines' withdrew forces for the transition of authority to
the United Nation forces, the situatiorron the ground inﬁnediately began to deteriorate, setting
~ the conditions for the Battle of Mogadishu. The scheme of events directly led to the disastrous
outcome of the operatiorr and triggered a two-year investigation, culminating in a scathing
critique of national security adviser Anthony Lake and Secretary of ADefense Les Aspdin.23 “The
official reason given by Clinton Administration for denying the support requested was‘ “U.S. -
N policy in Somalia was to reduce its military presence. ..not to increase it.”** The investigatiorr
determined that the administration rejected the request and advice to send armor reinforcements
in an effort to demonstrate United States support to the United Nations’ officials who were in the
lead of operational control at the time of the request.25 This arrrlor capability shortfall at the
- tactical level during the Battle of Mogadishu significantly contributed to'theinability of
Arnerican ‘Quick Reaction Forces on the ground to effectively reinforce and Vextract a Special

Forces unit once enemy forces had shot down two American Black Hawk Helicopters.

The congreesional report concluded tanks may have saved U.S. lives and reduced
casualties.”® A redction force supported with armor assets, including tanks, could have
effectively breached obstacles and brought overwhelming fire support, estéblishing dire'et fire ‘v
dominance on the enemy with a survivable platform capable of delivering persistent over-watch

to Arnerican ground forcesv to cor/er the recovery of equipment and extraction of personnel. The
co-author of the report, Senator John Warner (R-Va.) made it a point to note in his comments
regarding the denial of the heavy armor request; “Only compelling military - not diplomatic

- policy — reasons should ever be used to deny an on-scene commander such a request.”’ Though
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there were reasons believed by the civilian leadership of the United States not to approve the
Vrequest‘of additiohal forces it is believed by many, fncluding the author of this publication, that
to deny the request was a mistake. This mistake prevented the employment of a comBat asset
. thaf could have Been‘a decisive element during the Battle of Mogadishu; ultimately.history
records what actually took place. The horrible events in 'early Cptober 1993 ultimately set the
stage for United States mission failuré, forcing a decision point for s»enikor American leadership to
~withdraw all forces from Somalia thét set the subsequent stage for the final withdraw of all

forces by. the United Nations.

V. Future Improvements that will Continue to Support the Marine Tank Fight.

Throughout history Marine Tanks have served beéide their infantry brelthren in every .
clime and place. The tank community Within the Marine Corps has performed particularly well
in the last two plus decades showing that it is truly an asset that can bg’emplloyed by MAGTF
forces in 'a. wide array of éonﬂicts from Low to High. In a conventional fighf against a heavily
armored enemy Marine M1A1s have pfpVed éxceptionally lethal at leading theway' iﬁ the attaqk.
The aufhor of Joint Force_Quarterly, Issue 39 commented, “The tank was the single most
important ground combat vweapon in the war. Tanks led the advance, compensated for poor
situational awareness, survived hostile firg, and terrorized the enemy; These attributes -
contributed much to the rapid rate of adyance from- Kuwait to Baghdad.”*® 'The Marine Corps-
Tank community is proud of its 1'epufati0n on kthe field of battle with its demonstrated '

‘ performance and continually seeks equipment capability and the refinément of training
techniques in tank employmént and infanﬁ}f tank integration vvto ensure continued superior

support to the infantry it supports.
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In the Mariﬂe Tank commuﬁity’s future it is understood that they must continue to
provide two separated, yet extremely ‘important services to the Corps; provide a heavy lethal
capability as an independent armored combined arms maneuver f.orce,. and operate in direct
sui)port of iefantry units as smaller integrated infantry-tank teams.” The Tank community.will ,
élways train and operate with these two factsj in mind. In a continual effort to strengthen tank
capabilities to the MAGTF, over the past few years the Marine Corps hes developed and

| implemented upgrades to the M1AL1 that will increase the vehicle’s lethal capability on the
* battlefield. Oneis’the development of the Fire Power Enhancement Program sight that has
significantly impfoved the tank crew’s ability to identify and engage targets at much greater |
raﬁges than ever before.. An additional capab%lity this sight package provides may not direetly
assist the tank gunner, but assist the tank commander’s ability to eﬁgage enerﬁy targets beyond -
4000‘meters. Enﬂanced electronics will compute and display grid coordinates automaticaliy,
allowing forward observers and forward air controllers serving with tank units to céll for indirect
fire against tafgets the tank can’t touch, and ‘on radios that have been moved from the outside of
the tank to the inside crew compartment, where there is protection from enemy fire. ™

It ‘is‘ difficult to believe but the Mariﬁe Tank of foday is an even more lethal tool for the
MAGTF oﬁ the high end of conflict than ever before. The armored combined arms maneuver
support.that Marine T;mk Battalion’s can provide is more capable and lethal than ever before. In
support of direct infantry eperations these sarie assets, conibined with the newly developed
infantry-tank phone reounted on the tank’s back deck, can be applied to taetical execution-
supporting the ground commanders’’ in deliberate clearing oiaeration‘s of beth urban areas and

trench-lines. These developments have increased the ability for tank crewmen and dismounted
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infantry to cor;nnuniéate, coordinate and positively destroy enemy forces while providing
maximum protection to the Marine teams.

The future trends are definitely pointing to more situations of unconventional enemies -
~Aop'e1‘ating in an irregular elivironmént. The technological developmeﬁts of the Marine M1Al

have set the conditions for the ;Lank comniunity to support its infaﬁtry brethren with superior
armor protected fire support in any environment across the spectrum of conflict. The past few
years in Iraq that followed the completion of the invasion consistently demonstrated this point.
Marine Tank units at the Pléltoon and Company level continually provided superior supporf in the -
Counter Insurgency Fig}ﬁ. The Tank’s abﬂity to provide persistent over-watch and precision
direct .fire exceeds all cher supporting arms.”" This ability allowed for tanks throughout the Ifaq |
campaign to be that constant presen(;,e with the infantry that reinforced a grea.t message of

" strength and provided a cépability that gave dismounted pérsonnel confidence in a very uncertain
environment. . |

VI. Marine Tanks Vin the Current'Fight.

Marine Tank capabi‘lity is now being demonstfated currently in the theat‘er« o_fk
Afghaniétafl,’-where they have supported the Marine Corps Counterinsurgéncy effort since
February of 2011. It is the first time since the'beginning of the United States involvement in’
Afghanistan that Atherican tank units ha{/e been committed to support combat operations in
-Afghan theater. It has initially met with some negative cbmmér;ts by some senior civilian and
military critiés. Many of the arguments are very similar to the push back ffom critics of the
~ continued 'employmént of armor umits in Iraq from 2004 until the recent withdraw of American
fighting forces in 2010. Critics 'a;re leery of Afghan and international perception. Still, the fact

remains there is still very heavy fighting against enemy forces throughout the country. In many



 Duff-22

instances American forces have utilized tank forces of allied countries thet have been operating
in the Afghan Theater for the past feW years. Canadian Leqpard 2’s have'supported U.S. Army
forces at times during offensive operations for over feur years”* The Marine Corps has utilized
the services of Danish tanks in the Nawa area to reduce some hard bunkers that the Taliban haci
established.”® Now Marine Tanks will be providing the service to the MAGTF as it should.
Proponents of the move have stated that the tank is a necess ary asset that United States fcnjces
should have at their disposal for many of the factors that nave Been mentioned in this article. In
response to Aeritics Brigadier General (U.S:A.) H.R. McMaster recently replied in a New i’ork
‘Times article as to why American Tanks should be deployed to Afghanisian: “Wheit the mobile,
protective firepower of a tank allows you te do is obviously p’rotectvyour own troops, but alse to
take more risk to close with the enemy while protecting civilian populations”.34 This m1 ghi be a
sign that the nation has learned from the evente of Somalia in the Battle of Mogadishu what
~armor and tanks bringv to the lower intensity conflict realm.
VII. Conclusions.

- The Marine Corp’s Tank community continues to refine how it operates in the rnid to low
intensity reairn_ sueh'es supporting cpunter insurgency operations. It must never lose focus on its
ability to.fight as that arrnored combined arms maneuver force that supports the Marine Division.
Though many critics of hea.vy armor units proclaim that large scale conventional engagements
are a thing ofvthe past, the miklitary as a whole must acknowledge that though it might be small
the threat still exists. A review of three adversarial countries is all a military professional needs .
to look towards to observe some disturbing trends.

The country of North Korea has increased the number of its spec_ial warfare forces and

battle tanks over the last two years as part of efforts to irnpfove both conventiorial and
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asymmetrical military capabilities against South Korea, according to Seoul's latest defense white
paper§35 North Korea has never been shy aboﬁt its negative feelings toward the south and the
United States. It looks as if their Missile and Nuclear Testing aspirations are not the only
sources of interest when it comes to research and development.

The white paper confirms the North has deployed a new battle tank, named "Pokpung-

Ho," apparently based on the Soviet-built T-72. The North is also thought to have

mcreased the number of its tanks from 2000 to about 4,100 for the past two years. In

August of 2008, the North's Korean Ceniral Television made public footage of the ‘

Pokpung-Ho (Storm), also dubbed the M-2002, has been presumed to have been rolled

out from development since 2002. According to an analysis published by Seoul's

Defense Agency for Technology and Quality, an affiliate of the Defense Acquisition

Program Administration, the Pokpung-Ho is known to be armed with either a newly

developed 125mm or 115mm main gun. The tank would also be mounted with a 14.5mm

KPV anti-aircraft machlne gun. 36
* Most individuals remember what happened in 1950 and the sight of North Korean Tanks moving‘
quickly south is not a sight anyone wants to see, but the prospect is not off any planning tables, it
seems.

Though the former Soviet Union does not make the front page of the newspaper as it did
during the Cold War, there still is a formidable threat from Russian ground force strength. When
the Russians invaded the small 'country of Georgia they demonstrated that they still have a very
_ strong offensive armor capability. After their observation of American offensive power with the

dominant M1A1 at the lead of the attack to drive Tragi forces out of Kuwait they immediately
determined that they needed to mount a response in tank improvements.” The Russians
response to the observations of subbar performance of the T-72 and T-80 against the M1A1 led
research and development efforts to improvements applied to the Russian T-90. A larger main
gun was one of the biggest irnprovem'ents to the T-90, they can be fitted with Explosive Reactive

Armior, and have been upgraded with laser rangefinders, an electromagnetic pulse generator to

combat magnetic mines, and they possess a new type of radar jamming system to scramble the
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guidance of incoming radar—gu'ided anti-tank missﬂes.38 All thié .effort to rﬁatch up more

¢ffective1y‘witll American tank technology and capability on a modérn battlefield produces a
couple of very disturbing poirﬁs: Russia’s ability to mass produce e.quipment for ité own use, or
its willingness io sell equipmentv to those who have not been overly fr”iendly with the United-
States. These points should encourage military leaders to revisit the efforts of Rﬁssian tank
development during World War II and co,néider how the méss production efforts of theA T-34
provided the leverage for Russian armor units to defeat the technoio gically superior Germén
Panther along the E'astern front.

T hen finally the country of China and its dévelopment of the Type 90 and 99 main battle
tanks, whi?:h are currently being upgraded in their arsenal. The whole world has witneséed the
massive growth of China’s influence throughout the world in the lasf half of fhe 2ch century and

-the eaﬂy portions of the 21st century. The country has aiwﬁys fernained very guarded rggarding
information abdut their military grpwth. The Communist government. is adamant on cOntfolli_ng “
what their populace understands about the outside world, and vice versa attempté to limit the
transit éf iﬁformation to the outside world. Chin;t has aggréssiveley moved into Vil“cuélly all Qareas
of the globe in the pursuit of access to natural resourcés to fuel their ¢Ver growing economy. As
thesr continue this effort to establish ﬁ1ems’e1ves in the &world as a global power it ié inevitable
that at some point in time they may have to conduct mi‘litar); actions against a combetitor, one
such as the.United States. |

China is WOrking hard-on technology to influence the realm of space and cyber. They
have aggréssive programs in anti-ship missile and radar developrﬂerit. Additionally, in the last
few years their research and development Qf an improved main battle tanks has received.

considerable attention from Chinese tank researchers. The Russian HC Network published an
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~ article in September of 2010 noting, “that Chinese research and development of tanks in recent
years h‘a\s made great achievements and is expected to become thé world’s number one power in
‘tank produc;,tion".3 ® Though the Chinese government has contiﬂued to procure the Russian-made |
T-90A, working to add furthér technological advancements to this platform, the Chinese haye
made a dédicated effort to improve their own Type 99 Main Battle Tank design.*® T he
perfoffnance capabilify of these tank platforms is being significantly increased with an emphasis
on speed, target identAificatién, lethality of their main guﬁ and enhanced surviv‘ab‘ility of arrncﬁ
protection. Aggressive improvéments are being researched with, the Type 99 to install a new fire -
| control system that will increase thermal imaging ability for enhanced threat identification at
greater raﬁges, along with an improved armor defense capabvilit»ty'against kinetic energy
rnunitions».41 These systems, integrated iﬁto a Chinese tank design concept that has historically
made main battle ‘tanks \.)v.ith a small physical profile and lirhited turret, would make it a very
survivaﬁle armor asset which could be employed with greét effect in a defensi\}e enViromne‘nt.
The increased armor protection while maintain a small physical profile would make destroying it
in a prepared defensive environment very difficult. The enﬂanced threat identification system
that could ‘be employed during day or night woulq only feinforce this‘d'efensive ability. o
In pursuit of offensive pbwer China has already begun mass production of improved
1,500 horsepower engine to propel their tanks at faster speeds, and successfully tested a new 140 -
millimeter tank main gun that could appear on newer models of their.main battle tanks in the
near future.*? China ha;v, made huge strides in technology, space, cyber, and industrial production
gapability. All of these developments point toward a natic‘)n~ tﬂat understands it must bé able to
achieve decisive military stréﬁgth in any arena. This recent trend to increase their ability to

achieve a superior military capability on the ground in order to gain and maintain control of
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territory is an interesting r'nove’ment.r .Maybe the era of major conventional conflict is not |
completely irrelevant, or a thing of the past, it is just lying dormant currently like a volcano until
: |
the times and circpmstances are right for the‘next future conventional clash betweén, competing
interests. |
Though the predominate threat might be from unconventional forces at the lower end of

the conflict continuum scale, thé Marine Cprps should not'fall into the belief that high intensity
will,ne.ver be a stibﬂi_ty. As stated dﬁring the introduction, Comfnaﬁdant General James Amos
has éhallenged his Marines to ensure the fofce is prepared to carry out its mission as the United - |
Stétes force in feadiness.“ In order to effectively accomplish this task the_ Marine Corps mﬁst

‘maintain a strong offensive capébili_ty that the Marine T ank C_o@mity brings to the fi gﬂhtt
Fiscal COnstraints combined with downsizing thc;force in the nex;c few years following 2011

- present many significant challenges. A reviéw will soon be released'detailing how units aéross _
the Marine Corps will be affected. Due-to the high cost assovciated with maintenance and
operétion the tank community has always been subject to a reduction in its force structure, or an
outright deletion of the armor force from the Corp’s ranks. Critics state that the requirement of -
maintaining héavy armored forces should be abandoﬁed. If thé Marine Corps wishes’ to operate
throughout the entire spectrum of c;mﬂict, it is the belief of this author that the Corps must

| maintain an extremely powerfql armor offensive capability. The Marine Corps will never, and
should never, seek to just fill the roles of a second land army. HoWever, if the Co;ps is serious
about being étrue middle weight force that can respond to a wide variety of Qohﬂict and be
successful then it must maintain a wide array of combat‘ capabilify that can be tailored to the

mission and executed through the MAGTF concept in any theater of operation. The irregular

and unconventional are definitely here to stay and Marine Tanks stand ready to provide that
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persistent preé_encethat can deliver the heaviest volume of precision kfirepower on today’s
modem _day battlefield. Still, if history has taught a painful lesson to many pasf state powers, it
is that those who desire to achieve glbbal influence have to possess a superior fnilitary caiaability
to effectively compete for resources from position of strength. The Marine Corps should refrain
from the thought that large scale conventional possibilities are completely extinct and ensure the
capabiiity to compete with a conventional enemy is maintained. Marine Tanks have proven
themselves a decisive punch on past battlefields and continue to stand ready to deploy in any
integrated capacity, from platoon to battalioﬁ, to provide future MAGTFs the big punch to

America’s middle weight fighting force.
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